US-96-10M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 
MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF 13 DECEMBER 1996 


PRESENT: Dr. J. W. O'Brien (Speaker); Dr. F. Lowy; Dr. J. Lightstone; Prof. M. Danis; Mr. 
L. English; Prof. H. McQueen; Prof. C. Lam; Dean D. Taddeo; Prof. H.B. 
Poorooshasb; Dean M. Anvari; Prof. A. Jalilvand; Mr. T. Rossi; Prof. A. Satir; 
Mr. D. Gagnon; Acting Dean C. Bédard; Dr. D.L. Boisvert; Dean G. Valaskakis; 
Prof. W. Byers; Prof. G. Sheps; Prof. J. Kalman; Prof. W. Gilsdorf; Ms. A. 
Wasajja; Ms. V. Serruya; Prof. L. Plotek; Prof. G. Gibbons; Prof. L. Roth; Prof. 
R. Hale; Prof. H. Shulman; Prof. M. Singer. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. C.L. Bertrand; Dean C. Jackson; Dean M. Kusy; Prof. 
J. Chaikelson; Prof. L-H. Larin; Ms. T. Geha; Ms. K. 
Tsolakos; Me B. Gaudet; Dr. R. Bonin; Prof. M. Brian. 


Call to Order 
96-10-1 The meeting was called to order by Dr. O’Brien at 9:07 am. 
96-10-2 Dr. O’Brien explained that this was a special meeting that had been called to 


discuss Document US-96-9-D5 which had been presented at the last Senate 
meeting on 6 December 1996; that that Document had designated six areas that 
Senate had agreed to discuss; that he proposed to allot approximately one 1/2 hour 
for each topic; that as had been agreed, he would ask Dr. Lowy to briefly 
introduce each of the sectors as they come up; and that an additional document 
(US-96-10-D1), which had been prepared by Dr. Lowy and Dr. Lightstone, had 
been circulated to members, and with respect to which he presumed that Dr. 

Lowy would refer to as he saw fit in his introductory segments. He also advised 
that in order to provide for as wide participation as possible in the discussion, he 
proposed to give priority to anyone who had not yet spoken before recognizing 
any member to speak twice, and that there be no more than two interventions per 
person in the discussion; and that given that what was before Senate was the kind 
of topic that lent itself to lengthy presentations, he urged members to attempt to 
be reasonably brief and to bring their remarks to a conclusion after no more than 
two minutes. Finally, he advised that this was the kind of discussion that did not 
require motions and resolutions to be passed, and that while Senate had the right 
to pass resolutions if it saw fit, a quickly cobbled together resolution in the heat of 
the discussion was not likely to be a useful outcome, i.e., there was really no need 
to pass any resolutions; that rather, the purpose was to see what kind of views 
might emerge and whether some kind of consensus in some areas existed; and that 
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presumably the Steering Committee would have to take stock of today's 
discussion and draw whatever conclusions it might vis-a-vis how Senate and the 
overall planning process might proceed. 


In preliminary remarks, Dr. Lowy, reporting on a meeting held yesterday with the 
Minister of Education that he and the other Quebec University Rectors had 
requested, advised that the 152 million dollar budget-cut to the university sector 
would be reduced by whatever additional money the government derived from 
international and out-of-province Canadian students which was estimated to be 
approximately 16 million dollars, and which in turn would mean that Concordia's 
budget-cut would be approximately 13 as opposed to 15 million dollars; that the 
Rectors had pointed out to the Minister that it was impossible for the universities 
to absorb budget cuts of this magnitude on top of the cuts that they had already 
suffered over the past several years without implementing some basically 
unacceptable options, namely, increasing the deficit, drastically reducing services, 
including increasing class sizes, eroding the quality of teaching, etc., or breaking 
collective agreements, 1.e., unless something of that nature was done, it would be 
impossible for the universities to accept such budget cuts; and that while the 
Minister understood this, the response, in effect, was that the universities would 
have to resolve the problem themselves internally. He also commented on the 
working group that the Minister was setting up to look at University financing, its 
membership and mandate; the commission on university programming that 
previously had been set up by CREPUQ at the request of the Minister, and its 
composition; and the legislation on the creation of university foundations which 
was expected to be adopted before Christmas. 


General University Orientation and Directions 


In introductory remarks concerning Document US-96-1 O-D1 and Concordia's 
particular situation, Dr. Lowy commented with respect to the financial, political 
and demographic situation that the University was facing; and he emphasized the 
need to work towards a much clearer idea as to where Concordia wished to be 
situated in the overall network of Quebec universities. He also expressed his 
encouragement_vis-a-vis enthusiasm and support from the Board of Governors, 
the anticipated success of the Capital Campaign, and the effective functioning of 
the Real Estate Committee, etc. In addition, stressing the importance of being clear 
in terms of what we wanted Concordia to be, he explained that US-96-10-DI had 
been put together as an extension of what had been presented to Senate last week 
in an attempt to draw out more concrete implications from the previous 
document; and he emphasized that it was intended to focus and stimulate 
discussion, and that the points contained therein represented some of the 
implications that might reasonably be drawn from the 5 Senate approved 
principles and what was contained in Document US-96-9-D5. 
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Commenting on the issue of "undergraduate education and graduate education", 
Dr. Lowy advised that the reference to Concordia University in the 1970's 
government document that laid out the "axes" of development of Quebec 
universities placed great emphasis on undergraduate education and on broad access 
to the core disciplines of Arts and Science; that in addition, Concordia was 
enjoined to produce new programmes and to attempt to attain excellence in those 
programmes, namely, Fine Arts, Commerce and Administration, and some of the 
Engineering disciplines; and that, in fact, the University had done precisely that, 
i.e., while Concordia offered strong graduate programmes in certain areas, the 
University's major contribution to Quebec society was in providing a broad range 
of undergraduate programmes, and that on the educational spectrum Concordia 
was situated more towards the undergraduate side; and that the issue before Senate 
was whether this was what we wanted Concordia to be. 


During general discussion, issues and concerns that arose included questions and 
comments with respect to the unified Faculty of Arts and Science and the creation 
of colleges in 1977; possible re -consideration of the "grandes axes" of Concordia 
in the context of changes to both Concordia and Quebec society over the past 23 
years; recognition of the fact that Engineering was a vital part and one of the 
greatest Faculties of Concordia; the identification of Communication Studies as 
one of the "grande axes" in Arts and Sciences by the government in 1974; the 
absense of basic documents that were being referred to during the discussion, 
including those mentioned in Documents US-96-9-D5 and US-96-10-DI, 
Operation Sciences Appliques (1972) which, it was agreed, confirmed the role of 
Concordia University in Quebec and particularly with respect to three main areas 
in Engineering, the Fahey and Peat Marwick reports, etc.; the fact that Engineering 
had been a part of the Loyola programme prior to the merger; the difficulty in 
teaching the physical sciences and engineering at the undergraduate level without 
simultaneously being involved in adequate graduate research in order to maintain 
competence in one's field; maintaining effective graduate programmes; a suggested 
change to the second sentence, paragraph 2, page 1, Document US-96-9-D5 - 
Commerce and Administration, Engineering and Computer Science represented by 
the current areas..."& the need for members to not talk about their own 
departments and Faculties, but rather to consider what was in Concordia's 
interest, and how to present and strengthen the Institution with regards to our 
sister institutions, etc.; consideration of undergraduate student performance vis-a- 
vis critical thinking, discipline-specific requirements, retention, continuation to 
graduate studies, etc.; the importance of maintaining the existing balance between 
undergraduate and graduate education, which, it was argued, was presently 
weighted towards undergraduate education; and the possibility of maneuverability 
within the University vis-a-vis determining relative graduate or undergraduate 
emphasis in terms of the strengths or weaknesses of sectors within departments 


or Faculties; and the appropriateness of a more focused, rather than greater, 
emphasis on graduate education, and ensuring that the strengthening of any 
graduate programmes or research would be accomplished at the expense of other 
graduate programmes rather than undergraduate education. 


In additional remarks, Dr. Lowy commented on the need to select areas of 
concentration in which Concordia was able to do well; the ability of the 
University to provide an excellent undergraduate education across a broad range of 
fields; maintaining Concordia's mandate to facilitate access to undergraduate 
education for people who for a variety of reasons had difficulty in attaining their 
education elsewhere, and to improve and enhance efforts to assist them to 
succeed; accepting students with higher entering grades into areas designated in 
accordance with the 5 Senate approved principals as areas of excellence; focusing 
on socially desirable fields in areas at the graduate level where there existed a 
critical mass of excellent supervisors who for the most part were also scholars, 
and where there existed the promise of junior investigators to maintain the 
viability of that critical mass; and phasing out over the next several years, efforts 
in areas where, for one reason or another, the University was unable to do very 
well. 


Other issues raised during continuing discussion included the need to recognize the 
fact that most of the University's students and finances would continue to come at 
the undergraduate level, and that a lot of the "graduate excellence" was financed by 
the University's undergraduate "mass-education" programme; the need to focus 
more on the quality of the "open-access" undergraduate education being offered by 
the University, including consideration of the kinds of teachers, services, 
structures and resources required, and the possible need to establish a task force to 
consider details and related issues with respect to that; determining areas of 
potential future growth; a perceived consensus with respect to the notion of 
continuing to provide as its major focus a broad range of undergraduate 
programmes while offering strong graduate programmes in certain areas; 
recognition of the fact that the designation "part-time" teachers was an umbrella 
term, that part-time teachers were not an homogeneous group, that many were 
researchers and were published, that they were student-centred and very available, 
that they were concerned about teaching and about Concordia, and that they 
wished to have University recognition for the very valuable contributions that 
they have made and continue to make to Concordia; what was described as a 
feeling of "dis-sensus" rather than consensus vis-a-vis the discussion particularly 
given the current situation of scarcity; the need for a shift of emphasis, including 
energy, resources and attention, towards undergraduate programmes in general, 
with a view to attaining the goals and characteristics embodied in item 6, page 2, 
Document US-96-10-DI, and the need to be more selective at the graduate level; 
maintaining the current existing balance between graduate and undergraduate 


education, with some fine-tuning; the importance of striving for excellence in all of 
our programmes as opposed to a twostep approach at the undergraduate level of 
offering "quality programmes across a broad spectrum" and some "excellent" 
programmes, 1.e., "excellence" had to be the touchstone of everything that 
Concordia did; the dedication of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
to undergraduate education, the demands and requirements of accreditation, 
relevance to the local community and interaction with local industry particularly 
with respect to student programme needs and research, the close linkage between 
the Faculty's graduate and undergraduate efforts, and the need to pursue a broad 
spectrum of activity vis-a-vis undergraduate and graduate teaching and research; 
references to pursuing excellence "selectively," graduate programmes not 
considered excellent", and the need to ensure that excellence was the underlying 
principle at all levels vis-a-vis the University's undertakings; the importance of 
maintaining accessibility as a key to the University's nature and activities; 
recognition of the proportional increase in the graduate level contribution to 
University revenues vis-a-vis the undergraduate level; the difference between 
"quality" and "excellence" with respect to programmes vis-a-vis the University's 
mission of accessibility, and the need to strive for excellence with respect to those 
things that we determine that we want to and could achieve at the undergraduate 
level, and in other areas, in light of the University's mission of accessibility, 
nothing less than good quality, i.e., given the particular mission of individual 
programmes and departments, being the best that we could possibly be. 


Other issues raised included comments and concerns with respect to what was 
described as the notion of Concordia being a "second chance University" and the 
misconception that the University must adapt to the level of students entering 
with lower DEC scores; viewing excellence and accessibility differently vis-a-vis 
the graduate and undergraduate levels and particularly with respect to accessibility 
at the graduate level, where, it was argued, the availability of comparable 
programmes at other institutions in Quebec had to be taken into consideration in 
deciding what disciplines to promote and invest in; the need to direct more 
resources into areas designated as excellent; the danger of automatically equating 
accreditation with excellence and keeping in mind the fact that accreditation 
standards were often quite conservative; "quality vs excellence" in terms of what 
the University was delivering to its students; directing resources towards chosen 
areas and away from other areas, e.g., supporting Concordia's belief in "open 
access" to university education by not directing resources towards or withdrawing 
them from graduate programmes that were not considered to be excellent; 
determining the "relevance" of University course offerings, etc.; the need to 
discuss University offerings in the context of the academic mission, e.g., 
determining whether to maintain the availability of a liberal arts education, specific 
professional and applied programmes that might deviate from that, and the balance 
between the two, etc.; and providing information with respect to the process for 
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determining excellence and programmes to be eliminated, etc., and Senate's role in 
that process. 


Commenting with respect to the issue of excellence and accessibility, Dr. Lowy 
stressed the importance of having a single standard to which the University 
aspired and its responsibility to assist students admitted with lower "T" scores to 
reach those standards rather than lowering them; and he referred to Dr. Lorrie K. 
Sippola, Valedictorian at the 1996 Fall Convocation, as an example of the best as 
to what Concordia was striving to do. He also emphasized the need to make 
choices with respect to support for undergraduate and graduate programmes and 
potential programmes vis-a-vis the University's financial situation. 


Responding to a concern and questions about the process, Dr. Ligthstone 
commented on the planning process that began several years ago and the related 
principles that had been adopted by Senate last year; and the intended use of the 
most multi-dimensional-measure approach vis-a-vis the evaluation of evidence 
submitted with respect to academic programmes. He also advised that he had been 
mandated by SCAPP to produce a concise document pulling together the 
conclusions vis-a-vis Faculty reactions to the "planning discussion paper"; and 
that that document, with the support of himself, Dr. Lowy and the Office of the 
Rector, would be submitted to SCAPP for consideration, judgement and 
recommendation in January, 1997, then to Senate for its consideration, approval 
or disapproval in February, and finally to Board of Governors. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that while technically Senate had been talking about "teaching 
and research", it had also talked about 6squality in the broad spectrum and 
excellence in selective areas"; and that although "accessibility and selectivity" had 
not received quite as much attention, it was very much present in the discussion 
from time to time. He suggested, and it was agreed, that Senate proceed to discuss 
"disciplinary knowledge and a more general education" and "academic subject 
matter and life-success skills" simultaneously. 


Issues touched upon by Dr. Lowy in general comments included the "relevance" 
of university offerings to society; duplication of choices within the Quebec 
university system; research, the related reward systems, and protection of 
researchers particularly in areas of national and international strength; and 
recognition of service to the community and the University's potential role vis-a- 
vis societal problems. 


Concerns and issues raised in continuing discussion included comments with 
respect to the potential increase in the need for inter-Faculty courses particularly 
for students who might not be coming from the traditional CEGEP system, 
interpreting the dicotomy vis-a-vis "disciplinary knowledge and a more general 


education" to span across different Faculty lines, and the roles currently played 
by Faculties in servicing other Faculties; the notion of "relevance to society" vis-a- 
vis University undertakings, e.g., the "School of Buildings" which was being 
proposed in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, and which, it was 
stated, would serve society both locally, nationally and internationally; the 
timeliness of "relevance", including knowing when not to respond; the notion of 
establishing a Faculty of Graduate Studies and the "consensus-breaking, polarized 
discussion" that would undoubtedly ensue; structuralizing between and across 
departments and Faculties to permit the pooling of resources, etc., in 
multidimensional areas; consideration of ways to counter the existing rigid Faculty 
structure, including the implementation of a more flexible budgeting system to 
allow the movement of resources, particularly with respect to curriculum, where, 
it was suggested, the development of natural programmes was often hindered by a 
structural accident of history; consideration of cross-Faculty clusters; and the 
willingness of the Computer Science Department to cooperate with other 
programmes throughout the University, the advantages of having more computer 
content in academic programmes, and the existing inter-Faculty programmes 
involving joint cooperation with Computer Science; and the existing cooperative 
ventures in the School of Graduate Studies, both inter-Faculty within Concordia 
and inter-institutional, including the Ph.D. Humanities programme, which, it was 
argued, could be used as a model vis-a-vis integrating different disciplinary areas 
into an academic programme. 


Other issues raised during containing discussion included comments concerning the 
need for the University to analyse external individual competency vis-a-vis life 
skills with respect to communication, computer literacy, languages, etc., and to 
have the internal flexibility to be able to provide and enhance such qualities for 
university students; maintaining contact with the business world vis-a-vis relative 
academic subject matters to enhance and further student economic, political and 
social development; inter-Faculty cooperation, and the development of curriculum 
designed to promote cross Faculty cooperation, and the establishment of the 
necessary University structures to enable that to occur; clarification of the 
determination of highs and lows vis-a-vis measuring the "quality" and "excellence" 
of academic programmes; the development of "area-focused" undergraduate 
degrees; the importance of written and oral communication, analytical and 
critical-thinking skills vis-a-vis business and industry; the need to encourage the 
development of inter-university programmes and the potential benefits to the 
University to be derived therefrom, particularly in terms of enhancing cooperation 
between disciplinary colleagues; the results of a small survey that indicated that 
the majority of students were not primarily interested in a broadly-based general 
BA programme or a disciplinary-based BA programme with a liberal arts and 
science core and which, it was felt, had already been experienced at the CEGEP 
level, and that the University's most marketable characteristics were small classes, 
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faculty accessibility, and the uniqueness of its programme offerings, etc.; the 
possibility of having an optional broad-based liberal arts and science core, 
including computer science and language courses, within a 90-credit programme; 
and obstacles to inter-Faculty cooperative ventures such as the development of 
inter-disciplinary programmes, including the current organizational structure and 
"extremely centralized" decision-making. 


In summary comments, Dr. O’Brien expressed the feeling that the discussion that 
Senate had agreed to have this morning had been useful in that quite a number of 
things had been laid on the table, and that the value of the discussion in large part 
was in the fact that those things that had come up were in the record; and that the 
Steering Committee would have to consider the significance of the meeting vis-a- 
vis the ongoing planning process. 


Adjournment 


After thanking members for their attendance and participation, Dr. O’ Brien 
adjourned the meeting at 11:22 am. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


